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20th Meeting of the CMS Resources Review Board RRB, 18th April 2005 
 
Documents can be found at the URL http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/
and are also listed in Appendix 1 of these minutes 
 
1. Introduction  J. Engelen, Research Director 
 
J. Engelen welcomed RRB delegates to this 20th session. He introduced Chris Jones as the new 
scientific secretary of the RRB. 
 
2. Approval of the Minutes of the 19th Meeting (CERN-RRB-2004-106) 
 
The minutes of the 19th meeting were approved without comment. J. Engelen thanked D. Jacobs 
for having exceptionally taken these minutes. There were no matters arising. 
 
3. Status of the Experiment   M. Della Negra, Spokesperson 

Papers  CERN-RRB-2005-002  Presentation  CERN-RRB-2005-052 
 CERN-RRB-2005-015  

 
3.1 Collaboration News 
 
M. Della Negra noted that in December two new full members of the collaboration had been 
approved: Louisiana Technical University interested in forward pixels, and Rudjer Boskovic 
Institute, Zagreb, Croatia who would contribute to DAQ, filter farms and heavy ions.  
 
In addition there were three applications for full membership. The group from Cornell University 
which had been responsible for the CLEO detector wished to join in a staged manner and brought 
interests in tracking, ECAL and computing.  INFN Trieste wished to contribute to ECAL and 
computing. A group from Vanderbilt University has expressed interest in CMS and in the forward 
pixel project.  
 
He showed an organisation chart of the CMS Management Board and the Steering Committee 
which had both been renewed. In particular there was a new organisation for the Tracker with 
Peter Sharp as the project manager, and the CPT, software and computing project, was now a 
single project with Paris Sphicas in charge. H. Hoffmann was responsible for the CERN team 
within CMS and R. Horisberger was the new representative for Switzerland.  
 
3.2 Construction Progress 
 
M. Della Negra presented a summary of the important issues in constructing the experiment. Civil 
engineering had progressed very well and the cavern had now been handed over to the experiment. 
The Magnet coil was considered “state of the art” and all 5 modules had been delivered. The 
integration of the HCAL electronics has started and was proceeding well. The Muon System was 
in the phase of installation and commissioning. The Trigger-DAQ was advancing well, with a 
DAQ slice installed at point 5, and the electronics integration centre was also being equipped. The 
CPT Computing Model paper was submitted in December 2005 and had been reviewed by the 
LHCC. The Data Summary Tapes had been created for the Physics TDR. 
 
Two major issues were signalled at the previous RRB, namely the Tracker and the ECAL. For the 
former there were two major problems that had delayed the Tracker for more than one year. The 
order for the Thick silicon Sensors had now been shifted to Hamamatsu, who had since delivered 
9 000 sensors out of 17 000 of an excellent quality. This issue was now considered resolved and 
off the critical path. For the second problem which concerned the Hybrids, production had re-
started in January and 3 200 hybrids of very good quality had been received. They were looking 
for a second producer to accelerate the production. Module production had re-started and a buffer 
had been created.  
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The second major problem concerned crystal procurement and the ECAL in general. The final 
electronic integration had now started and was not on the critical path. However, the crystal 
production remained critical with a production of 1 200 crystals per month until the summer, after 
which two new contracts were foreseen in order to increase this rate. One contract had been 
prepared for signature with SIC, China. The licences necessary for the import and export of 
platinum, loaned by CERN to China for the crucibles, have still to be obtained. The second 
contract with BTCP, Russia was also on the way to signature, given the recent good news of a 
Russian in-kind contribution.  
 
M. Della Negra then presented in detail the status of the construction of the buildings and the 
detector components. This information can be found both in his presentation and his paper, 
referenced above.  
 
In conclusion, he noted that the civil engineering was now off the critical path. All five coil 
modules were now at CERN, ready for swivelling of the coil in June 2005. The magnet would be 
tested in the first quarter of 2006. For the HCAL and Muon detectors the construction was well on 
schedule. The ECAL and the Tracker needed careful attention. The initial CMS detector would be 
ready and closed for beam on 30 June 2007. The ECAL end-caps and pixels, even though ready, 
would be installed during the winter 2007 shutdown, in time for the physics run in 2008.  
 
M. Della Negra wished to emphasize an extract from the LHCC report to this committee. The 
LHCC had reviewed this “updated CMS Master Schedule and considered it realistic to expect 
CMS to install an initial working detector suitable for LHC operation starting in 2007, although 
completion of the detector installation can be foreseen beyond this date. However, the LHCC is 
still concerned about the tight schedule to do so, with particular worry expressed about the 
outstanding critical issues related to the timely completion of the Tracker and Electromagnetic 
Calorimeter. The LHCC noted that additional resources, both in terms of money and manpower, 
would aid in accelerating the current CMS schedule, and thereby ensure a timely completion of the 
initial detector in2007.” Furthermore “The LHCC recognizes that substantial extra funds will be 
required to complete the procurement of the ECAL crystals. The LHCC considers it very 
important for CMS to have the full ECAL for the physics run in 2008.” 
 
Discussion  
 
J. Engelen invited comments on the status of the CMS experiments, including comments on the 
LHCC Deliberations paper (point 4 on the agenda below). He noted that CMS, having addressed 
very seriously some critical issues, needed now to find some contingency with respect to the 
schedule and in order to do this they needed some additional resources. It would be very good if 
the RRB, in line with the Council actions with respect to the LHC machine, would make a 
statement whether it was indeed worthwhile to seek these additional resources, which were not 
negligible, but small compared with the overall invested sum. Would the RRB endorse the 
approach which puts the schedule first and the resources had to follow?  
 
U. Dosselli stated that CMS and ATLAS were so important to the Italian Funding Agency, (and 
indeed both must succeed), that he saw this plan positively. In addition, he was pleased with the 
progress presented. It was necessary to see in detail which resources were needed. 
 
T. Ferbel asked whether CMS had spoken to the Funding Agencies. M Della Negra replied that 
indeed there had been continuous contact with all the Funding Agencies, including DoE and NSF 
and he believed that they knew in detail the problem of CMS. He also believed that, in general, 
there was strong support from the Funding Agencies.  
 
3.3 Financial Plan 
 
M. Della Negra then presented the details of the Financial Plan. At the previous RRB it had not 
been possible to present such a plan, given the uncertainties surrounding the negotiation of 
contracts for the silicon tracker and the crystals. The remaining uncertainty was by now small.  
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For the completion of the Crystal Calorimeter there was a shortfall, based on the SIC and BTCP 
offers, and assuming the announced Russian “in kind” contribution of 7 000 crystals, of 14.1 
MCHF. The numbers in the table presented were the same as those previously discussed with the 
Funding Agencies concerned.  
 
Fabrication of the silicon tracker had been delayed by more than one year because of quality 
problems with the ST sensors and the Hybrids. Although these were now solved this had an impact 
on the cost, and the recovery of the resultant delay also cost additional moneyt. Requests for 
funding amounting to 4.95 MCHF had been discussed in detail with the Funding Agencies 
concerned, out of a total overrun of 5 MCHF.  
 
Other shortfalls came in 2004. Additional work requested from Ansaldo for the coil winding cost 
0.5 MCHF, which INFN had kindly agreed to cover. The Barrel Muons had a deficit of 2.4 MCHF 
which was recognised, and would be shared jointly by INFN, Germany and Spain. There was a 
shortfall in the infrastructure of 1.5 MCHF which would be considered as a common project.  
 
In summary he showed a total shortfall of 32.6 MCHF, including “in-kind” contributions. He 
presented a detailed slide of the overall request and the proposed sharing. CMS proposed to cover 
~10 MCHF from staging and internal contingency as stated at RRB17 (Oct 2003). This included 
starting in 2007 with only 50% of the DAQ slice, a situation that was acceptable at low luminosity. 
CMS had requested additional manpower from CERN amounting to a total of 37 FTEs for the four 
year period 2005-2008. This request to CERN for additional money was under consideration. In 
addition the new collaborators were being asked to bring new resources, especially for the high 
luminosity upgrades.  
 
He presented a detailed money matrix. The new Cost to Completion was 543 MCHF, implying 42 
MCHF was missing with respect to the original plan. Of these 42 MCHF, 10 MCHF were 
accounted by staging and contingency, leaving a request for 32.1 MCHF to complete CMS.  This 
could not be covered by additional staging.  
 
He concluded that this presentation, and the Financial Plan CERN-RRB-2005-015, outlined both 
the reasons for, and the magnitude of the CMS shortfall. All Funding Agencies had been requested 
to help cover this shortfall. CMS construction was close to termination and collisions were 
expected in the summer of 2007. In order for CMS to be ready for these collisions, commitments 
needed to be taken rather soon on the remaining items. CERN was making a financial plan that 
covered the period up to 2010. The other Funding Agencies were invited to do the same. CERN 
had indicated its willingness to help with issues of cash-flow.  
 
All the Funding Agencies were kindly invited to signal “in-principle” agreement for the sums 
indicated in Table 6 (in the Financial Plan above) well before the October 2005 RRB. This could 
take the form of an exchange of letter with the Chairman of the RRB, or be expressed through the 
written minutes of this RRB.  
 
Finally, for completeness, he presented an overview of the costs of the later high luminosity 
upgrade.  
 
Discussion of the Financial Plan 
 
J. Engelen noted that all of the above situation was not new and had been discussed for many 
months with all those concerned. H opened the floor for questions.  
 
D.O. Riska noted that most representatives had budget plans that were locked for the next few 
years by higher constraints, including in some cases parliament, and hence there would have to be 
a staging, at least in the case of Finland, to approve the contributions suggested. He hoped that 
CERN could help with the cash flow problems. J. Engelen replied that in principle this was true 
although in practice it would probably not be possible for CERN to pre-finance all possible 
requests.  

 4 



CMS RRB    CERN/RRB/2005/046 
   
 
U. Dosselli noted that much of the money that was expected from Italy did not exist in the current 
budgets. The extra magnet cost had been a special donation from Italy.  However, in general they 
agreed with the level of the intervention, and that it was up to the Funding Agencies to try to find 
the money. It was nonetheless mandatory that CERN played the role of a bank, so the money could 
be spread. In the same years there were considerable costs for the computing. If it was agreed that 
the Italian contribution could be spread until 2010, and that this was a common enterprise, then 
INFN could agree to this, and they could give numbers before the next RRB. 
 
He asked for a clarification of the 37 FTEs requested specifically to CERN. J. Engelen replied that 
this additional CERN contribution concentrated on specific CERN responsibilities and was 
considered within the expectation that other institutes would also provide additional manpower. 
M. Della Negra confirmed that the rest of the collaboration had been requested, for example in the 
case of the tracker, to come to CERN to build an “integration team”. The integration of the 
electronics on the super-module of the ECAL was being handled in a similar fashion.  
 
J. O’Fallon commented that, due to very careful management of the US CMS resources, there 
were significant funds remaining in contingency. It was necessary to hold this contingency until 
they had delivered most of their commitments, but it was certainly their intention to use this 
contingency where it would be most useful.  
 
R. Wade commented on the general funding situation in the UK which, for reasons that he 
explained in detail, resulted effectively in less money being available up to 2008 than foreseen. 
The request to the UK in table 6 was for 2.3 MCHF. He was not entirely sure which discussions 
had taken place and how this number of 2.3 MCHF had been derived. Given the present situation 
he could make a pledge of 1.3 MCHF, which would need to be profiled, and the UK would be 
prepared to enter into discussion as to any further contributions. J. Engelen thanked him and the 
RRB took note of this contribution.  
 
A. Gurtu commented that the additional contribution of India to the ECAL had indeed been 
discussed. Given the roughly two year cycle of funding, and some positive indications in 
discussion that this request will be considered in the next round, it was probable that India could 
make a contribution, but it was not possible before about 1.5 years to say more definitely.  
 
F.  Le Diberder stated that IN2P3 supported strongly both CMS and the plan which had been 
presented. IN2P3 was strongly committed to make sure that the 2 MCHF that were requested 
would be delivered in due time, but needed CERN to act as a bank until 2010. They could not 
commit the money now but they had already requested the money from CNRS. They needed to 
understand better before the next RRB what exactly was implied by an “in principle agreement”. 
 
J.  Zinn-Justin commented that CEA would do its best to help CMS at the level requested, but that 
it was not clear how this would be done at this stage. 
 
J. Lemonne stated that there was still a request pending to the Belgian FWO for the Cost to 
Completion. This illustrated the difficult financial position of this Funding Agency for new 
equipment money. This new request would be re-examined and this would take time. 
 
J. Richter announced that Germany had decided to support CMS and that he could confirm that the 
money requested in table 6 would be available within two years. J. Engelen expressed his 
appreciation for the letter from his Ministry confirming this. 
 
D. Espriu announced that an “in principle” agreement to the request had been made to Spain. A 
definite answer would be known before August and, if positive, the money would probably be 
available in 2006/2007.  
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J. Sacton stated that the request made to his Funding Agency for the Cost to Completion had been 
assured. He hoped that this new request would be favourably examined but the procedure would 
take time.  
 
C.-E. Wulz stated that within Austria the budgets had been already fixed for 2005/2006. 
Nonetheless there was goodwill to help and they would see how they could contribute.  
 
J. Engelen thanked delegates for their contributions and returned to the request for an “in 
principle” agreement by the October RRB. On the CERN side it was also necessary to understand 
the consequences because there were limits to what could be done. 
 
R. Aymar observed that it would be quite unthinkable to consider that we had built these major 
detectors and yet we were unable to finish then on time because of a small missing part. He 
thought that this kind of language should be transferred through the delegates to their authorities. 
He understood well the various constraints on the funding process, but the total amount of money 
to be found for the low luminosity CMS was not that large. It was normal that CERN tried to help 
as much as possible, but it had to be understood that this help was in the form of a loan from a 
bank, which of course represented an increased deficit. This implied in turn that nothing new could 
be done before 2011. In addition, this credit cost more money in the end than if this money were 
available earlier.  
 
He proposed that, by October 2005, each Funding Agency should give a commitment to provide, 
inside schedules that could be agreed, the money requested. He wished by October to agree a 
planning with each Funding Agency and CERN would then inform the RRBs as to the cost of that.  
 
J. Engelen commented that the CERN Directors were available to help convince the Funding 
Agencies of the logic of this approach if necessary.   
 
U. Dosselli stated that it would indeed be a pity not to finish the experiment on time, but the total 
difference in cost for CMS was actually 100 MCHF and hence not so small. Italy would consider 
their contributions in detail and give time-lines for each between now and 2010.  
 
D.O. Riska appreciated the tables and the distribution of the money into the specific items. They 
wanted to see a competitive detector as soon as possible. He had no doubts as to the validity of the 
numbers. However they needed to go back and discuss, and a profile would be needed for this 
money. 
 
J. Engelen concluded that, in order to have the quantitative understanding that was needed in 
October, it was necessary to have input from delegates. Many discussions were probably 
necessary.  He repeated the plea from the Director General to make the Funding Agencies aware 
that this was an exceptional situation, which concerned a very large project that would run for a 
very long time, and that this might require and justify a somewhat unusual treatment by the 
Funding Agencies. 
 
4. LHCC Deliberations (paper only)  LHCC Scientific Secretary, E. Tsesmelis 

Paper CERN-RRB-2005-021 
 
Delegates had no further comments to make and the RRB took note of the report of E. Tsemelis. 
 
5. Financial matters Head, CERN Finance Dept. P. Geeraert 

Paper CERN-RRB-2005-013 Presentation CERN-RRB-2005-053 
 
P. Geeraert presented an update to the above paper, in which the information was correct to the 
28th February 2005. The information in the presentation was correct up to the 14th April 2005.  
 
For the CMS common fund, additional funds had been received since the paper from Germany 122 
kCHF, Switzerland 96 kCHF, Turkey 68 kCHF, Estonia 6 kCHF and Spain 5 kCHF. Additional 
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expenditure amounted to 636 kCHF. All member states had paid the contributions for which they 
had been invoiced except Greece for which there was still a quite large outstanding contribution of 
400 kCHF.  
 
Since the above paper, additional contributions for M&O A to a total of 313 kCHF had been 
received from India 83 kCHF, from Dubna 70 kCHF, from Turkey 52 kCHF, from Estonia 34 
kCHF (an advance for 2006 and 2007), from Bulgaria 15 kCHF, from Serbia 12 kCHF, from New 
Zealand 12 kCHF, from Belgium 11 kCHF and from Iran 8 kCHF. During the meeting Croatia had 
paid 16 kCHF. In this period there were also new commitments for expenditure for 149 kCHF.  
 
He presented the outstanding contributions for the M&O A. For the previous years, 2002 and 
2003, there were still outstanding contributions for a total of 202 kCHF mainly from Bulgaria, 
Greece, Korea, Poland and Dubna. For 2004 the total outstanding contributions amounted to 196 
kCHF from the same countries plus China.  
 
There being no questions on the status of the accounts the Chairman thanked P. Geerart. The RRB 
took note of the information presented. 
 
6. Construction Budgets Resources Manager, A. Petrilli 

Papers CERN-RRB-2005-003 Presentation CERN-RRB-2005-054 
 CERN-RRB-2005-004  

 
6.1 Expenditure for 1995-2004 
 
A. Petrilli began with a number of explanations and definitions, including that all expenditure was 
noted in current prices, and that “commitments” referred to an amount for which a legally binding 
document had been signed. 
 
As shown in annex 3, in 2004 CMS paid some 53 MCHF and committed another 42 MCHF giving 
accumulated totals for the period 1995 to 2004 of 380 MCHF committed and 343 MCHF paid. 
This represented respectively 70% and 63% of the Financial Plan revised cost estimates. He 
showed the breakdown by Funding Agency.  
 
The profile for the payments included two difficult years, 2003 and 2004, in which they had not 
followed the foreseen payment profile. As a result of this, and the current aggressive construction 
schedule, there was an estimated 95 MCHF that needed to be paid in 2005.  
 
There were no questions on this part of the presentation. 
 
6.2 Preliminary draft budget for 2006 
 
A. Petrilli explained that the preliminary draft budget for the year 2006 was based on the overall 
planning as presented in the CMS Status Report and CMS Financial Plan (cf. CERN-RRB-2005-
002 and CERN-RRB-2005-015), including funds not yet authorized. In 2006, the magnet and all 
the sub-detectors would be in construction.  
 
The present estimates for all payments in 2006 added up to 57 MCHF. Adding together the 
payments made up to the end of 2004 (343 MCHF), and the payments planned in the 2005 budget 
(95 MCHF), which included the above delayed payments and cost increase (95 MCHF), the total 
estimated payments by the end of 2006 would total some 495 MCHF.  This was about 93% of the 
Financial Plan revised cost and 98% of the funding currently available.  
 
He presented the overview of the 2006 Construction Budget, as found in annex 10 of his paper. He 
noted that this Preliminary Draft Budget was not balanced, and that some 14.6 MCHF were not 
covered but would be needed in 2006 to maintain the construction schedule. The Magnet Common 
Fund was foreseen to be in deficit at the end of 2006. This was covered by the final payments due 
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in 2007 and financial guarantees for later payments. Finally the exact request for 2006 would 
depend on the outcome of the present RRB meeting. 
 
There being no questions the RRB took note of this preliminary budget request. 
 
7. M&O Budgets Resources Manager, A. Petrilli 

Papers CERN-RRB-2005-009 Presentation CERN-RRB-2005-055 
 CERN-RRB-2005-005 
 CERN-RRB-2005-006 
 
7.1 Approval of Addendum 1 to the MoU for M&O of the CMS Detector: Core Computing 
 
J. Engelen explained that, before discussing in detail the M&O budget requests, there was a new 
item which CMS wished to introduce into the M&O budget, namely the M&O costs related to 
Core Computing (core services and infrastructure tasks). Core computing has not been included in 
the M&O budget up to this point, but its inclusion had been foreseen in the M&O agreement from 
the start. This was separate from the LCG MoU and was experiment specific. It was mainly to pay 
for manpower for infrastructure and services related to computing in the experiment.  
 
D. Jacobs explained that the common part of the four addenda for the four experiments had been 
drafted by a task force under his direction, but that the information contained in the annex had 
come specifically from the CMS experiment. J. Engelen clarified that the procedure before the 
RRB involved two stages. First the RRB was asked to give its approval of the principle of adding 
these core computing tasks into the M&O costs, and then the M&O Scrutiny Group would 
examine in detail the related numbers as proposed by the resource coordinators and report to the 
October RRB for their approval of these costs. 
 
In reply to the question of U. Dosselli as to which scrutiny group would examine these numbers, 
J. Englen clarified that this was the same Scrutiny Group as for all of the M&O in the past. 
 
The RRB approved the addendum number 1 to the Memorandum of Understanding for the 
Maintenance and Operation of the CMS Detector:  Core Computing.  
 
7.2 Expenditure for 2004 
 
A. Petrilli presented the M&O-A expenditure for 2004, showing the contributions (annex 1 of his 
paper) and the expenditures (annex 2). This was the third time that M&O expenditure was 
presented.  
 
As CMS did not invoice centrally for M&O-B, the Collaboration reported qualitatively on these 
expenses.  The arrangements made in 2004 were working satisfactorily. There are no reports of 
Institutes not participating to their fair share of M&O-B costs. 
 
The outstanding contributions for M&O-A were summarized as follows:  
 
Year 2002 2003 2004 
Budget 924,788 1,765,337 2,497,757
Paid before following year April RRB 805,287 1,548,732 2,301,570
% Outstanding before following year April RRB 12.9% 12.3% 7.9%
Paid to-date 863,307 1,624,779 2,301,570
Percentage Outstanding to-date 6.6% 8.0% 7.9%
 
He commented on the foreseen situation for 2005. Following Poland’s signature of the M&O MoU 
late last year, CMS expected to receive its 2005 contribution this year. Bulgaria had paid its M&O-
A contribution for the year 2005.  CMS expected to receive this year from China its full 
contribution. Discussions had started with Korea. CMS had also received in 2004, outside the 
budget, contributions from Brazil and Basel University.  
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He invited the RRB to take note of this expenditure report. He urgently requested those Funding 
Agencies with outstanding contributions to clear up their backlog as soon as possible. CMS on 
their side would keep working with the help of CERN to resolve this problem of outstanding 
contributions.  
 
Discussion 
 
U. Dosselli noted that the question of carry-over had been discussed at previous RRBs. Italy had a 
substantial carry over of M&O-A and he would subtract this from the contribution this year. 
J. Engelen noted that this approach would certainly not help the overall situation. Furthermore the 
number shown per country would be better expressed as that country’s balance in the M&O fund. 
A. Petrilli emphasised the operating difficulty for the resource coordinator who was unable to 
commit any payments when there was an insufficient balance in the account.  
 
R. Wade agreed that this issue had been discussed at earlier RRB, and that as well as certain 
countries not paying their bills, the experiment was under-spending its budget such that a surplus 
was being accumulated. Hence the Funding Agencies were being asked to make payments ahead 
of requirements, a situation not welcomed in Government funding. Some clarification was needed 
as to how to deal with this situation, and before such a mechanism was agreed, the UK was 
disinclined to pay its 2005 bill, or simply to pay the bill minus the UK balance.  
 
J. Engelen assured the RRB that this issue had most certainly not been forgotten, and that they 
continued to work on those few countries that persistently did not pay. This had to be taken on an 
individual Funding Agency basis and this took time. In the end one could adopt a brutal approach 
and throw the Funding Agency out of the collaboration, but this was seen as a last resort when all 
discussion had failed. He understood that the positive balance that kept things moving was helped 
greatly by those who paid their bills on time. However, he did not agree that the bill was too high, 
and there was certainly no intention to overcharge.  
 
J. Virdee requested Funding Agencies to be understanding at this difficult moment as the M&O 
budgets were ramping up substantially.  
 
J. Engelen agreed that a mechanism for dealing with this issue should be proposed before the next 
RRB. 
 
7.3 Preliminary Draft Budget for 2006 
 
A. Petrilli presented the current status of the M&O MoU signatures, although there had been no 
changes since Poland had signed in October 2004. 
 
For  2006 the CMS Collaboration was presenting, as last year, a preliminary draft Budget Request 
both for Category A and Category B M&O. The cost sharing presented here was for information 
only and would change. Further input from the Scrutiny Group would be taken into account in the 
October M&O Draft Budget.  
 
To accompany the above addendum to the MoU for M&O the present budget request included 
preliminary estimates for Core Computing, both in Category A and Category B. In reality, most of 
the request was for in-kind manpower either at CERN (Cat. A), or at CMS Institutes (Cat. B). A 
small amount in Category A was earmarked for a cash contribution (100 kCHF). The CMS 
Collaboration would provide guidelines for in-kind manpower contributions to Computing in time 
for the Scrutiny Group meeting and approval at the October 2005 RRB.  
 
The overall request for M&O A, including power for 2006 (see Annex A.1), was for 7.4 MCHF of 
which 1.3 MCHF was for core computing. They had already received pledges for well over 50% 
of the Core Computing request cat. A  request.  
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For M&O-B (see annex B.1), the cost sharing presented was the same as the one presented in 
October 2004, except for the Tracker group which would share their costs from 2006 onward by 
responsibility. The sharing was still subject to some changes. The 2006 M&O B Draft Budget 
request foresaw purchases of replacement parts that would otherwise become unavailable later on. 
The collaboration had already received pledges for around 80% of the Core Computing request.  
 
In summary the M&O A Preliminary Draft Budget 2006 amounted to some 7.4 MCHF. The 
M&O B Preliminary Draft Budget 2006 amounted to some 5.9 MCHF and 111 FTEs.  The RRB 
had approved the Addendum 1 to the CMS M&O MoU. They were invited to take note of the 
present, un-scrutinized, cost estimates for M&O A and M&O B.  
 
There being no questions the Chairman thanked the speaker. 
 
8. Summary, Future Activities & A. O. B. J. Engelen 
 
The Chairman noted that CMS had made every effort to resolve the issues it was facing, and to 
conform to the machine schedule.  
 
The financial plan was presented and discussed. In return the RRB received a number of positive 
statements, a number of careful statements, and some perhaps overly careful statements, but no 
explicitly negative statements. The was a clear need to come back to this point at the October RRB 
meeting, as well as a definite need to work on this between the meetings. It was also clear that the 
procedures in the various countries were not optimal for dealing with such a situation, and that 
there were limits as to how far CERN could only in easing the cash flow situation. He repeated his 
offer that CERN was prepared to help convince the Funding Agencies of the exceptional nature of 
the situation and the project.  
 

The next RRB meetings in 2005 will take place at CERN on 
Monday 17th, Tuesday 18th and Wednesday 19th October 2005. 

 
There being no questions and no further business, the Chairman thanked the participants and 
closed the meeting.  
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Appendix 1 
For this 20th Meeting the following papers are available at the Web Site: 
 
http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/CMS/index.html
 

Papers:  
Registration-20               Registration Form  
CERN-RRB-2005-027   Agenda  
CERN-RRB-2004-106   Minutes of the Previous Meeting  
CERN-RRB-2005-046   Minutes of this meeting  
CERN-RRB-2005-002   Status of the experiment  
CERN-RRB-2005-015   Financial Plan (distributed directly)  
CERN-RRB-2005-021   LHCC Deliberations (available 15th April)  
CERN-RRB-2005-013   Financial Matters  
CERN-RRB-2005-003   Construction Budgets: Expenditure 1995-2004 (revised 14th 
April 2005)  
CERN-RRB-2005-004   Construction Budgets: Preliminary Draft Budget for 2006  
CERN-RRB-2005-005   M&O Budgets: Expenditure for 2004  
CERN-RRB-2005-006   M&O Budgets: Preliminary Draft Budget for 2006    
CERN-RRB-2005-009   Add. 1 to MoU for M&O of CMS Detector: Core Computing        

Presentations:  
CERN-RRB-2005-052   Status of the experiment (financial plan distributed directly)  
CERN-RRB-2005-053   Financial Matters Update  
CERN-RRB-2005-054   Construction Budgets  
CERN-RRB-2005-055   M&O Budgets  
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http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/CMS/Construction_Draft_Budget_2006_CERN-RRB-2005-004.pdf
http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/CMS/Expenditure_M&O_2004_CERN-RRB-2005-005.pdf
http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/CMS/Preliminary_draft_M&O_2006_CERN-RRB-2005-006.pdf
http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/CMS/CERN-RRB-2005-009.pdf
http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/CMS/Status_Experiment_presentation_CERN-RRB-2005-052.pdf
http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/CMS/CMS_SlidesRRB_Apr2005rev_CERN-RRB-2005_053.pdf
http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/CMS/Construction_expenditure_to_2004_presentation_CERN-RRB-2005-054.pdf
http://committees.web.cern.ch/Committees/LHCRRB/CMS/M&O_presentation_CERN-RRB-2005-055.pdf
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